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a credit and not an exemption or de-
duction. Thus, each child in any family
is going to be worth $500 more, regard-
less of the income of the family. And
the phaseout ranges of the credit begin
at a lower level of income than do the
phaseout ranges of the current depend-
ency credit.

So if any Senators claim that they
want to defend families in this budget,
the best place to start is by taking
money away from Washington and re-
turning it to the families. Families can
spend that money more wisely than
Washington can spend that money.

Besides that $500 tax credit per child
to help empower families, this budget
resolution of 1997 reforms entitlements.
It would be wonderful if we can con-
tinue to allow entitlements to grow un-
checked, but that is not possible. With-
out legislative maintenance, entitle-
ments are going to swallow themselves.
We know now that if we do not do
something about entitlements, by 2012,
the entire budget will be made up of
entitlements and interest on the na-
tional debt, with nothing even for na-
tional defense.

Also, our budget resolution will save
$53 billion in welfare programs as we
reform welfare and turn it back to the
States. Medicare spending is going to
go up at a rate that will allow us to
consume $72 billion less than under
present payout. Of course, we just
heard last week that Medicare is racing
toward bankruptcy in 5 years. We will
not allow that to happen. We allow
Medicare spending to go up from $4,700
per person per year to $6,800 per person
per year, and its solvency is extended
10 years in this budget resolution. We
do this without increasing the regres-
sive payroll tax, and we do it with
keeping the part B premium at its
present level of 25 percent of total pro-
gram cost. We freeze discretionary
budget authority in this legislation in
1997 at the 1996 level. One place where
I disagree with Republicans is that de-
fense spending in our bill is too high. I
made an effort on the floor of the Sen-
ate to cut that back by $11 billion, but
that lost. This budget compromise be-
tween the House and Senate reflects
that higher level of Defense expendi-
tures. I think that if families are tight-
ening their belts, and other programs
in Washington are tightening their
belts, and if entitlements have to have
their belts tightened, defense contrac-
tors ought to have their belts tight-
ened as well.

Finally, the budget process is some-
what changed from last time. This
budget resolution offers three separate
and independent reconciliation bills.
Each bill can live without any of the
previous bills. The structure of the two
succeeding bills depends upon the suc-
cess of the preceding one. This is a
sound and flexible plan that will allow
us to present to the President some-
thing that he will not have any excuse
for vetoing, as far as I am concerned,
considering the fact that he vetoed last
year’s budget that we gave to him.
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The days of our living beyond our
means, hopefully, come to an end with
the adoption of the budget resolution
for 1997. Hopefully, it puts us on a path,
for the first time in a generation, to
get to a balanced budget. Hopefully, it
means that each generation is going to
assume its fair share of pain for our
programs and for ending the principle
of passing on to future generations the
cost of our programs for today.

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LUGAR). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be able
to use such of the time reserved for the
Senator from New Mexico as I may use.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

—————
THE BUDGET RESOLUTION

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, some-
time late tomorrow or early on
Wednesday the Senate will begin for-
mal consideration of the budget resolu-
tion adopted late last week by a con-
ference committee. That budget resolu-
tion, in common with its predecessor a
year ago, will clearly put the United
States on the road to a balanced budg-
et, a goal shared by more than 80 per-
cent of all of our fellow citizens.

To a certain extent, Mr. President, a
balanced budget is a goal in the ab-
stract. It is a phrase that sounds good,
sounds responsible, but nonetheless is
divorced from our day-to-day concerns.
It is, however, vitally important to our
future, but most particularly to the fu-
ture of our children and our grand-
children, to those who come after us.

Almost 200 years ago Thomas Jeffer-
son spoke of it as a moral imperative,
that it was simply a moral wrong for
the politicians of his day or of ours to
spend money on programs, however
worthy, that they supported, but to
refuse to pay the bill, to send that bill
to someone else.

Thomas Jefferson’s words are as im-
portant and as valid today as they were
at the beginning of the 19th century. It
is our obligation to seek this goal, and
not just to seek it, but to put the Na-
tion on a path pursuant to which it will
be attained.

It does, of course, go beyond a pure
moral imperative. It is a financial im-
perative as well.

We know by the almost unanimous
opinion of economists who dig deeply
into this issue that the mere promise
of a balanced budget, accompanied by a
set of policies that will lead us shortly
after the turn of the century to reach
one, will have a positive impact. Such
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a promise will lower the interest rates
that men and women pay on the homes
they purchase or wish to purchase, on
their automobiles and other large con-
sumer purchases, on their businesses,
small and large, designed for their own
future, and for the creation of oppor-
tunity in our society and our economy.

The actual accomplishment shortly
after the turn of the century of a bal-
anced budget will mean somewhere be-
tween $1,000 and $2,000 per average
American family additional in their
pockets, partly because of the lower in-
terest rates that I have already de-
scribed and partly because, all other
things being equal, the economy will be
that much stronger. There will be that
many more and better jobs for Ameri-
cans in just a very few years from now.
This is a case in which the moral im-
perative and the financial desirability
as a course of action lead us in pre-
cisely the same direction.

Mr. President, under those cir-
cumstances, why is this not only a
unanimous goal, but why are not the
policies that lead to that equally unan-
imous? I do not remember during the
course of the last year any Member of
this body standing before the body and
saying, ‘It is a poor idea. It is not
something that we should bother with
at all.”” No, Mr. President, everyone
gives at least lip service to the idea,
but that lip service goes little further
when it comes to the practical methods
of attaining the goal. With those who
voted no as recently as last week on a
constitutional amendment that would
mandate attaining a goal, to those who
will vote no tomorrow or the next day,
the answer will constantly be, ‘“We
have to do it differently. I do not like
this balanced budget.”’” It is some other
balanced budget, my own or someone
else’s, that is the only way to go. In
other words, the details, the tendency
for perfection in the mind of each indi-
vidual Member, interferes with attain-
ing a goal so important both morally
and economically.

Mr. President, perhaps all of us could
have been accused of that course of ac-
tion as recently as a handful of years
ago. Almost never, in my memory, did
anyone seriously propose a budget that
led to that balance until the dramatic
vote of something more than a year
ago in which the balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment, having been
approved by the House of Representa-
tives, was defeated here by a single
vote. Following that dramatic loss,
many Members took much more seri-
ously the lip service they previously
had given to a balanced budget. In fact,
a majority of this body came up with a
budget resolution and then enforcing
statutes that would reach that goal by
the year 2002.

Regrettably—I think profoundly re-
grettably—the President of the United
States vetoed that proposal with the
statement that we ought to do it in a
different way. Now, that statement
came in spite of the fact that the Presi-
dent of the United States had never
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previously proposed any way of reach-
ing that goal. Since that veto, Mr.
President, not surprisingly, given the
predictions of what success would
bring, failure has brought an increase
in interest rates. Almost half of last
year’s gain has now been lost. The
prospects of the good economics that
result from a balanced budget are lim-
ited.

The President criticized the budget
by reason of what it did to strengthen
and preserve Medicare. Yet, just last
week, his own Medicare trustees have
said the very challenges in the Medi-
care system that last year’s balanced
budget was designed to cure have be-
come not better, but worse. Even so,
Mr. President, we now have a proposal
from the administration called a ‘‘bal-
anced budget’” that has been severely,
and I think appropriately, criticized by
Members on this side of the aisle on
the ground that it was not real.

Just yesterday in the Washington
Post we saw an analysis of some ele-
ments of that proposal by a normally
relatively liberal columnist who point-
ed out what we already knew, the
President’s budget for this year in-
creases spending on a number of politi-
cally popular programs and proposes
dramatic cuts in those programs next
year and the year after. However, Mr.
President, when his Cabinet Members
in charge of administering those pro-
grams were asked how they would deal
with those reductions in future years,
they assured Members of Congress
that, in fact, the President had pri-
vately assured that they would never,
in fact, take place; that they were, in
effect, phony figures designed to create
a paper balance that never, in fact,
would take place.

Now, Mr. President, we are faced
with a dramatic choice: Do we vote in
favor of the one proposed budget reso-
lution now available to us that in-
cludes difficult but necessary policy
decisions to reach this goal desired by
so many Americans for so many good
reasons, or do we continue to say, ‘“‘Not
this one, not now, wait until next year,
do it differently’’?

Mr. President, I was one of the dozen
Republican Members who joined with a
dozen Democratic Members to come up
with a different proposal, a bipartisan
proposal, to reach the same goal in ap-
proximately the same period of time, a
proposal that I thought at least in
some respects to be superior to the one
that is about to come to the floor of
this U.S. Senate. Mr. President, that
proposal received 46 affirmative votes
out of 100 Members of the Senate. That
is not quite enough. The reason that it
did not quite go over the top was that
the President of the United States re-
jected that proposal to exactly the
same extent that he rejected the Re-
publican proposal. He would not en-
dorse it. He would not even say he
would sign it if its enforcing legislation
was to be passed.

So the first bipartisan attempt in a
decade at solving this contracted budg-
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et problem has been rejected. Now we
are faced with another proposal, al-
most as good, certainly plenty good
enough to reach the goal, which is
very, very likely to be passed by a
strictly partisan vote, and then to have
its enforcing legislation vetoed by the
President of the United States. I regret
that, Mr. President.

I hope during the course of the de-
bate in the next 2 or 3 days some Mem-
bers of the other party who worked so
hard and so sincerely and so diligently
on the bipartisan proposal will see the
many similarities between their prod-
uct, our product, and the one that is
now before us, and will generously and
with a good heart determine that if
they cannot have perfection, they can
certainly get—even from their own per-
spective, with our budget—a vastly su-
perior program to that proposed by the
President’s administration. I hope that
some of them at least will have cour-
age enough to join with us to move the
whole project forward, to help us see to
it that we do something that we are en-
joying to do, like no less a historic per-
sonage than Thomas Jefferson, as a
matter of moral imperative, and some-
thing that will have such a tremen-
dously positive impact on our children
and grandchildren in general and gen-
erations yet to come, who do not have
the right to vote in this fall’s election,
but who are our responsibility never-
theless.

Mr. President, this is a fine resolu-
tion. It is a courageous resolution. It is
a moral resolution. It is an effective
resolution. It should be passed, and it
should be enforced.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana is recognized.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that time allocated
to Senator DOMENICI in this period of
time be allocated to me and that I may
use as much time as I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

GETTING BACK TO BASICS: NATO’S
DOUBLE ENLARGEMENT

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the visit
to Washington of Lech Walesa, the
former President of Poland, and the in-
troduction of the NATO Participation
Act on the floor of the Senate, suggests
that it is time for the Senate to begin
to seriously consider the future of the
Atlantic Alliance.

It is a particularly important time to
take stock of where we stand in the Al-
liance. Over the past 2 years, the Alli-
ance has discussed and studied many
issues ranging from enlargement to
command reform to the broader struc-
tural reform of the Alliance in order to
enable it to carry out new missions.

The time for discussing and studying
is now coming to an end. Over the next
12 months, NATO must make decisions
in three key areas which will cast the
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die for European security and the
transatlantic relationship for the next
decade.

Starting with last week’s Ministerial
meeting in Berlin, Alliance leaders
must decide:

First, will NATO enlarge its member-
ship, and what policies, recognition,
and certainty should it give to coun-
tries which will not be included in the
first selection?

Second, how will NATO reform itself
internally to be able to carry out new
missions? This includes article 5 de-
fense commitments as well as other
non-article 5 missions such as crisis
management beyond Alliance borders.

Third, what should be the NATO rela-
tionship with Russia during the en-
largement process? Should NATO build
a parallel cooperative partnership with
Moscow?

The ramifications of how well or
poorly NATO does its job on these
issues are far reaching. We are talking
about the laying of the cornerstones of
a new European peace order and build-
ing a new NATO which deserves that
name not only in theory but in reality.
If we succeed, we will have set the
foundation for decades of European
peace and prosperity. If we fail, histo-
rians may look back at the early post-
cold-war period as a tragic loss of op-
portunities.

It is in this context that we must
weigh the utility of legislative efforts
such as the NATO Participation Act.

Above all, we must realize that we
are headed into a historical debate over
NATO’s future, one that will rever-
berate for many years to come. It is a
debate that will be public and which
will undoubtedly be controversial—as
befits an alliance of democracies wres-
tling with such important issues. Much
of the discussion about the pros and
cons of enlargement and other issues
have been limited to elites and ex-
perts—along with the occasional Sen-
ator or Minister. That, too, is going to
change.

I look forward to this public debate.
I believe that we have an historical
window of opportunity to take steps
that will secure European peace and
stability and which will lock in the
freedom and independence won in the
revolutions of 1989 and the collapse of
communism. I believe that we will win
this debate, both in the U.S. Senate
and elsewhere in the Alliance, provided
that we follow some simple, common-
sense guidelines.

Before charting those guidelines, I
want to review the basic questions we
will undoubtedly face in the U.S. Sen-
ate, as well as in the parliaments of
both NATO allies as well as candidate
countries.

THE VISION THING

In the United States, our political
leaders are often asked about what we
call the vision thing. What is it you
want to achieve and why? What is your
vision and how will individual policies
fit together with an overall set of ob-
jectives? As a U.S. Senator, I am often
asked, by some of my colleagues and
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